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room, and who was present on Hitler's staff at the time. Adding further credibility, Picker's text reads like a quick stenograph, with some things missing between entries, which are often short, with no time for any explanation or context (which Bormann on occasion added). Even the sentences themselves are often concise and sometimes missing simple words like pronouns.
Finally, Jochmann presents the text of the Bormann manuscript employed by Genoud and (supposedly) Trevor-Roper' s translators, and it agrees with Picker and the pages recovered from Munich to such a detailed extent that we can be assured all three texts have a common ancestor, which must be the actual bunker notes themselves. Nevertheless, even at best, they are the hasty notes taken on the fly by a second party, not necessarily a true verbatim record of what Hitler said (all the editors underplay this fact, except Jochmann, who emphasizes it).
The work of Werner Jochmann presents not only some sound scholarship on the Table Talk , but an important version of the text. The differences from Picker are mostly minor variations in wording that have no substantial effect on meaning, though some deviations are more significant (e.g., sometimes one text contains entire entries lacking in the other). Jochmann supports his text's authority by including photocopies of typed pages, as well as handwritten notes by Heim and Bormann, and other items. Jochmann also relates his own version of events regarding how the notes came to be made, and other details, though unlike Picker, who draws on his own recollections, or Genoud and Trevor-Roper, who cite no sources at all, Jochmann reconstructs events from letters and documents. How successfully or judiciously he accomplishes this I did not attempt to judge, but no one else has done as much.
Jochmann seems convinced that the Bormann-Vermerke contains the Heim originals, and thus it is Picker who was careless whenever they disagree. But since Picker's second edition was independently checked and certified, against notes direct from Heim, while Jochmann is working from later drafts that had passed through the editing of Bormann and his secretaries, it does not seem plausible that Jochmann's text can claim greater accuracy than Picker's. But I will leave this debate for others to resolve.
What Jonathan Glover didn't know is that the anti-Christian quotes he used only appear in Genoud's French and Trevor-Roper's English, not the German, except one that appears only in Jochman. Yet Picker and Jochmann present the untranslated German, and from independent manuscripts. Indeed, Jochmann reproduces the very manuscript used by Genoud and (ostensibly) Stevens and Cameron. So whose version are we to trust?
Given certain blatant distortions in Genoud' s French, it appears some shameful mischief has been done by Genoud, while Stevens and Cameron are equally guilty of some incompetence or dishonesty-at least, if they claimed to have translated the Bormann-Vermerke but in fact merely translated Genoud's French. In the preface to his third edition, Trevor-Roper describes the bitter copyright battle between Picker and Genoud, which is supposed to explain why Genoud didn't allow the actual Bormann-Vermerke to be published until 1980, and then only after decades of insistent cajoling by academics. One might wonder if Genoud was also trying to conceal his crime.
There Table Talk. Further study of Genoud' s history and motives, and the nature of the distortions he introduced into the record, would be worthwhile. He appears to have been a very strange man with a colorful history: a Swiss banker and Nazi spy who laundered money for the Third Reich, a self-professed neo-Nazi right up to his suicide in 1996 (though never an open supporter of the holocaust), a voracious purchaser and profiteer of Nazi archives, and an admitted financer of terrorists."' But I will leave it to more able historians to explore the facts of his life. Whatever Genoud's motivation for doctoring the text, the fact that Stevens and Cameron's English translation matches Genoud' s falsified French (as we shall see), and not the actual Bormann-Vermerke published by Jochmann, leaves many questions unanswered. Were they lazy? Duped? Accomplices in crime? Whatever the case, the TrevorRoper edition is to be discarded as worthless.
One might find fault in Trevor-Roper' s excuse, at least in his first preface, for not comparing the two editions of Genoud and Picker: that Picker's text was not organized chronologically. Picker's first edition did organize the notebook entries by subject, but each entry was still precisely dated, and it would have been little trouble to manage a comparison. And this problem was corrected in Picker's second edition anyway, which restored the chronological order, leaving TrevorRoper no reason not to demand a collation. Yet he sponsored two more editions since without comparing the texts or assessing the troubling discrepancies. Nor before releasing his third edition did he check the Stevens-Cameron translation against the German edition of Jochmann, which would have revealed the hoax, since here was their very source.'2 Or so he believed.
Case Study: The Glover Quotes At the conclusion of a two-page entry for the afternoon of 27 February 1942, the Trevor-Roper text reads as follows:
If my presence on earth is providential, I owe it to a superior will. But I owe nothing to the Church that trafficks in the salvation of souls, and I find it really too cruel. I admit that one cannot impose one's will by force, but I have a horror of people who enjoy inflicting sufferings on others' bodies and tyranny upon others' souls.
Our epoch will certainly see the end of the disease of Christianity. It will last another hundred years, two hundred years perhaps. My regret will have been that I couldn't, like whoever the prophet was, behold the promised land from afar. We are entering into a conception of the world that will be a sunny era, an era of tolerance. Man must be put in a position to develop freely the talents that God has given him.
What is important above all is that we should prevent a greater lie from replacing the lie that is disappearing. The world of Judeo-Bolshevism must collapse. There are many significant discrepancies here. Compare the two versions above and we see some sentences radically changed in meaning. Yet there is no doubt that both are derived from a common source. Given the greater credibility of Picker and Jochmann, the sham is almost certainly in Trevor-Roper's edition, the result of trusting Genoud.
But Jochmann and
In particular, the anti-Christian sentiment exhibited throughout the Genoud/ Trevor-Roper version is largely lacking in the German. There is no "disease of Christianity" that Hitler wishes dead, but the expediency of his own Nazi-enforced Social Darwinism. So the version of this quote used by Glover is false. Hitler's only genuine anti-Christian remark here is against the cruelty of the Catholic Church specifically, with his sarcastic play on die alleinseligmachende Kirche, the idea of a "one true church" that alone grants salvation.
We also find clues here to what seems to have happened: Stevens and Cameron made a mistake, not in translating the German, but Genoud' s French! For here is the same passage as it appears in Genoud:
Si ma presence sur cette terre est providentielle, je le dois a une volonte superieure. Mais je ne dois rien a cette Eglise qui trafique du salut des ames, et je la trouve vraiment trop cruelle. J'admets qu'on ne puisse s'imposer que par la force, mais j'ai horreur des gens qui ont le gout de faire souffrir les corps et de tyranniser les ames.
Notre epoque verra sans doute la fin de la maladie chretienne. C'est une affaire de cent ans, de deux cents ans peut-etre. Mon regret aura ete, a l'instar de tel prophete, de n' apercevoir que de loin la terre promise. Nous entrons dans une conception du monde, qui sera une ere ensoleillee, une ere de tolerance. L'homme doit etre mis dans la situation de developper librement les talents qui lui sont donnes par Dieu.
Ce qui importe avant tout, c'est que nous empechions un mensonge plus grand de se substituer a celui qui disparait. Le monde judeo-bolchevik doit s'effondrer.
My translation:
If my presence on this earth is providential, I owe it to a higher will. But I do not owe anything to this Church that tampers with the salvation of souls, and I find it really too cruel. I admit that one can assert oneself only by force, but I detest people who have a taste for torturing bodies and tyrannizing souls.
Our time will undoubtedly see the end of the Christian disease. It is a matter of a hundred years, two hundred years perhaps. My regret will have been, following the example of such a prophet, to see the promised land only from afar.
We are entering a conception of the world, which will be a sunlit era, an era of tolerance. Man must be put in the situation of freely developing the talents that are given him by God. What is essential above all is that we prevent a larger lie from replacing that which disappears. The Judeo-Bolshevic world must be crushed. We see again the translators continued to mimic Genoud's French, using the same word order and sentence breaks, and employing obvious cognates, e.g. innombrables erreurs becomes innumerable errors, while scandaliser becomes scandalise, even though this is less natural a word in English for the context ("anger," "annoy," or "shock" are all acceptable translations of scandaliser that make more sense and are closer to the German).
Apart from the obvious fact that this is almost exactly what the
The Further study is needed to ascertain if this is genuine. Why does Picker's version of Heim' s notes lack this entry? Jochmann's text indicates that the following entry (for 21 October) was made by Bormann, also not in Picker. Is it possible that Bormann also made the 19 October entry without noting it? Certainly, in-depth research of the whole Table Talk There is another popular sentence under 13 December 1941 that, though not used by Glover, should be addressed here, as it presents a third problem. Again, it is a sentence restored in Picker's second edition, proving Genoud was working from an independent source. Trevor-Roper reads: "But Christianity is an invention of sick brains: one could imagine nothing more senseless, nor any more indecent way of turning the idea of the Godhead into a mockery" (matching Genoud almost verbatim: "Mais le christianisme est une invention de cerveaux malades: on ne saurait rien imaginer de plus insense, ni une faqon plus inconvenante de tourner en derision l'idee de la divinite"). But in Picker's German this sentence is somewhat different: "Das Christentum (lehrt 'die Verwandlung,' das) ist das Tollste, was je ein Menschengehirn in seinem Wahn hervorgebracht hat, eine Verh6hnung von allem Gottlichen,"-"Christianity (teaches 'Transubstantiation,' that) is the maddest thing ever concocted by a human brain in its delusion, a mockery of all that is godly."
The difference in meaning here is radical, and again shows how Hitler's words may have been distorted. However, the problem grows deeper here: Jochmann omits the material Picker placed in parentheses (Jochmann also replaces was with das but that has no effect on the meaning). Picker does not say why he placed parentheses around these words, but they are clearly meant to be incorporated into the sentence. Without them, the sentence does say "Christianity is the maddest thing that a human brain has ever concocted in its delusion. 
